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BEFORE TIm PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

IN THE MATI'ER OF THE INQUIRY
ll'.10 BELL ATLANTIC-DELAWAREt

INC.'S COMPLIANCE WITH THE
CONDITIONS SET FORTH IN 41 U.S.C.
§ 271(c)
(OPENED SEPTEMBER 24, 1996)

Docket No. 96-234

..

AFFIDAVIT OF ROBERT J. KIRCBBERGER
QN BEHALF OF A'[&I COMMIJNTCATIONS OF DELAWARE. INC.

I. Raben]. Kh-chberger. declare as follows:

1. My name is Robert I. Kl.rchberger. My busi.'1esS address is 131

Morristown Road. Basking Ridge, New Jersey. Currently. I am a Law and Government Affairs

Director in AT&T's Atlamic region.

2. I have over 21 years experience in tlie :elecommunications industry - 10

yea:s with New Jersey Bell and 17 years with AT&T. Over the years. I have held positions of

ir:lcreasing responsibility in a number of areas I including management of local repair service

centers and local switChing offices, development of technical and tariff support for pricing and

marketing of b'oth New Jersey Bell's and AT&T's services. and management of customized

offerings. From 1995 to November. 1996, 1 had business management responsibility for the

Atlantic Region Local Services Organizatiou. In t&13I capacicy. I served as the lead pricing

negotiator for the AT&T-Bell Atlantic negotiations for a local interconnection agreemein.

~l'I.QI 41l1l"



3. The purpose of my affidavit is to respond to the claims of Bell Atlantic

regarding the progress it has made toward providing competitive local exchange earners

(cues) widl nondiscriminatory access to its operations suppon systems (aSS) as required by

Section 251(c)(3) of the TelecommumcatioDS Act of 1996 (1996 Act). As demonstrated below,

Bell Atlantic still has a long way to go before it will be able [0 prOVide CLEes with workable

and nondiscriminatory access to itS operations SUppOrt systems. In the fIrst place, the ass

inteIfaces being proposed by Bell Atlantic are not presently available; that is, they are not yet

deployed or tested or otherwise in a state of operational readiness 0 Indeed, all that Bell Atlantic

even claims in this proceeding with respect to ass access is that it wj!I provide such access at

some undefined time in the future, In addition. the ass access that Bell Atlantic proposes to

provide initially to CLECs ~alls far shorr in several significant r=spec~ of providing CLECs with .

the parity of access required by the 1996 Act. Most significantly, Bell Atlantic's proposed
-

ordering procedure is not mechanized. Rather. it requires Bell Atlantic employees t~ manually

: ',j rekey all CLEe orders for inpUt into its service order processing systems - a procedure that

amounts to nothing more than the equivalent of communication by facsimile ~ which the FCC has

expressly found to be insufficicm. Furr..her, Bell Atlantic has offered no evidence that the ass

access itproposes to provide will have sufficient capacity to handle the volume ofCUC requests

that can reasonably be expected to occur in a multi-earrier c\Jmpetitive local exchange market.

Additionally, Bell Atlantic has made no showmg that :he ass access it proposes to provide to

CLECs will be nondiscriminatory - that is. equivalent to the access that Bell Atlantic provides

to itself.

~III.OI ~rr",
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4. My affidavit will also address the serious barrier to competitive entry intO

local markets created by the per transaction charges that Bell Atlantic has proposed to impose

for CLEC access to its operations SUPPOrt systems.

I. tHE NEED FOR NO~l>ISCRIMINATORYACCESS TO OPERATIONS SUPPORT
SYSTEMS

5. K Operations support systems K are the computer-based systems and databases

that telecommunications carriers use to provide a number of essential customer and business

suppon functions, including (1) pre-ordering ~, identifying the CUStomer's existing service

and the availabiiity of new services ar.d feamrcs, address verification. the assignment ofnew ceIe··

phone n\!J1lbers, ascertaining the need for i. site visi;: and the due date for service installation),

(2) ordering, (3) provisioniI'lg, (4) maintenance and repair, and (5) billing for the sale or resale:

of telecommunications services. Operations support systems also include local account

mainWWlCe sYStems by which a carrier can update other information regarding its local

custOmers, such as a cbange in the customer's lo~g distance cal"I'ier.

6. The establishment of efficient electrOmc interfaces aDd procedures for !he

exchange ofiIlformation between the operations support syStems ofBell Atlantic and AT&T and

other CUCs is absolutely essential for the development ofcompetition in the provision of local

services. AT&T and other CUCs emering local markets in Delaware on a large scale will be

highly dependent upon their ability efficiently to obtain. local services and unbundled network

elements from Bell Atlantic, which will depend in tuI!l upon the efficient e~haoge of

infonnation between AT&T a.nd BeU Atlamic relating to all the ass functions described above.

,>. Without nondiscrimioatory access to Bell Atlantic's operations suppOrt systems, large-scale,

V >d 162v 'ON
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broad-based enay by CLEes inco local markets in Delaware will be delayed or foreclosed, and

consumers will be denied the benefits of competition in local telephone services - choice, new

and innovative services, and lower prices.

7. The FCC has found that nondiscrimiDatory access to operatioIlS suppon

systems of the incumbent LECs is "critical co the ability of other carriers to compere," stating

that:

"[I]fcompeting carriers are um.ble to perform the functions
of pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and
repair, and billing for network elements and resale services
in substantially the same time and manner that an
incumbent can for itSelf, competing carriers will be
severely disadvantaged, if not preclUded altogether, from
fairly competing. Thus, providing nondiscriminatOry
access to these suPPOrt systemS functions I which would
include access to the information such systems contain, is
vital to creating opporrunities for meaningful competition. It I

Tee FCC further found that "providing nondiscriminatory access to operations support systems

functions is technically feasible I" and it ordered that such notlciscriminatory access must be

provided by January!, 1991.2

8. The FCC subsequently denied petitions to defer this requirement of

nondiscriminatory access to operations suppon systems.3 Although the Commission stated it

First Report and Order, Imp!cmccmioa Of.JhC Local ComperirigD Pmyisigns in the
Telecommnnjqdom Me Qf 1996. CC Docket No. 96-98 (released August 8. 1996) (first
Report and Order), at 1518. See alsp Ill, 1522 (MWe find thac such operaLioDS support
systemS iimctions are essential to che ability of tompetitors to provide ~ervices in a fully
competitive local services marken.

2 ld.. ar 11 520, 523.

, Second Order on Reconsideration. lm"lemeuration of rbC·j ,ccal Compcricon Provisions
in [he IelecQmmunjcjujoDS Act of) 996. CC Docket No. 96·9B (released December 13.
19%) (Second Order).

$1 ••1.01 11171",
.'
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90·3~tic:l

,.,
~,
.~ would not initiate enforcement actions against incumbent LEes "that are maki.ug good faith
;
0"

effons [0 provide [nondiscriminatory aSS] access within a reasonable period of time," it

reaffirmed that "access to ass functions is a critical requirement"; that such access muSt be "at

least equivalent" or "equal to" the access that the incumbent LEe provides to itself'; and that
i~

.r
• "incumbent LECs that do not provide access to ess functions, in accordance with the Em

RQ)Qrt and QOO, are not in full compliance with Section 251 ....

D. THE REQUIREMENTS FOR NONDISCRI."'DNATORY ACCESS TO
OPERATIONS suppORT SYSTEMS

9, The FCC has made clear that the duty to provide "nondiscriminatOry

~..:~ •-: ": r
...

access" means that the access provided to CLECs must be "the same" as,s or "equal to, "6 tb:e

access that Bell Atlantic provides to its own custOmer service representatives. Moreover. the

FCC has concluded tr...at, comistent with "the 1996 Act's goal of promotbg local exchange..

"!
3$&111,014117197

f

• .ki. at 119-11.

S S= Pim Report and. Otder, 1523 ("the ineumbenc muSt provide jhe same access to
competing providers" thaI it provides to its own custOmer service representatives); 1316
rthe incumbcm must provide accw to [OSSJ functions under the same rems and
condiriQDS that they provide services to themscl'Yes or their customers~); 1"18 (competing
providers must be provided with the ability "to perfonn the: functions of pre-crc1ering.
ordering, provisioning, maimc:nance aM repair I and billing for network elements and
resale services in subsWKia11y the same rime and maDDer tha.t an incumbem can for
itself') (emphasis added).

, S= Id.. 1519 (·we generally rety upon~' scale commission orders "ordering mcwnbeot
LECs to provide interfaces for [aSS) access CQPa! to chat the incumbent pro_v~ itself'):
f 315 (access must be providec1 on terms that are "t,qPa! tQ the tenns and conditions under
which the incumbent LEe provisions such elements to iaelf"); Second Order, 19 (aSS
access must be ~at least equiValent" or ·Cqual,lQ" the ac:ccu that the incumbent LEe
provides 10 irselt) (emplwis added).

s
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;,'

., . competition.· incumbent LECs must provide ass access "under terms and conditions that would

provide an efficient competitor with a meaningful opportUnity to compete,· 7

"

10, In orde.r co establish that it has fully implemented this obligation to proVide

CLECs with nondiscriminatory access to operations suppOrt SYStems, Bell Atlamic must show:
.

(1) thac ass interlaces are deployed, cover all ass functions, and are in a State of full

I operational readiness for both wholesale services am unbundled network elements; (2) that its

:' proposed ass interfaces. SYStems, procedures and personnel are adequate to handle the

..
J

magnitude of the CLEC requeStS that can rea.sonably be anticipated to o~cur in a. mulci-carrier

competitive market; and (3) thac the ass access being prOVided to CUCs is "nondiscriminatory"

in that it is equivalent in terms of availability, accuracy and timeliness to the access that Bell

Atlantic provides [0 itself. Bell Atlantic bas met none of these requirementS.

."'J.
1,'1" 1., ,-

m. LACK OF PEER AnONAL READINESS

11. As Bell Atlantic has recognized ill other cases, the develOpment of
:"f'

'Q'..'

.i
~,. '

:-..

operationally ready electroni: interfaces between [WO operaticm SUppOrt systemS is "a

monumentally complex wk:...1 It requires not only the devclopmem of interfaces and the

, publlation of interface specifications. but a showing that CUCs are actually able to use the

interfaces to obtain the information and fiJm:tioDalities conr.ained i:1 Bell Atlantic I s operations

support systems and databases. Operational readiness can only be established, therefore, by

, First 'Report and Order. ~ 31S.

t S= Direct Testimony of Donald E. Albert, rued November 4. 1996. in t:!,aticc pf
InvC$d£atiQD Local Exc;hanrc Competition !or Ie1e,pmmunjC;ilcjoo, Servic:es. N.J, Bd,
Pub. Uw. Docket No, TX9S120631, p. 21.

""IUf1/\"",., .
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evidence that CLECs have been able to process large volumes of traosacdoD.S over the interface

in an accurate, reliable and timely manner.

12. Bell Atlantic does not even contend at this time that it bas deployed

operationally ready ass interfaces for all ass functions for its resale services and unbundled

network elementS. Rather, Bell Atlantic states only that it "will provide competing ca¢ers

access to its operational suppon systems" at some undefined time in the future. Albert Aff. f 64

(emphasis added).9 Such vague promises of furore access obviously do not satisfy Bell Atlantic's

ass access obligations.

13. With respect to its proposed ordering interface, Bell Atlantic states that

only the "initial development" of an interface has been completed and that the interface "is no~ .

being tested" by Bell Atlantic. Alben At!. f 66. What Beli Atlantic has chosen D.QI to disclose

in this ctsse, however. is thaI it is still several years away from providing the nondiscrimi.naIory :

access to itS service order processing system mandated by the 1996 Act. Thus, in otherwise

virtually identical testimony submitted by :Mr. Albert in other jurisdictions. he has candidly

conceded that mechanized processing of local service requests (LSRs) by Bell Atlantic will only

be "implemented by order type (e.g.• basic residential service), with the most common order

types mechanized flrSt" and that nit wjIl propahlv be several vears hefore aU [.sa cYPe~ are

$1111.01 &117m

9 Sec also Reply Brief of BeU Atlantic-New Jersey, lnc:. Regarding lnterc:cmnection and
Unbundling !s$UCS, filed Much la, 1m. in Notice of Pre=Pr.gpg$j!! Narice gf
InvcsrieariQD Local Excha":c Competition for TcJC,pmmuoieatipN ScryiCM, N.J. Bd.
Pub. Util. Docket No. TX9512063 1, p. 123 (Stating that BeU Atlantic -will provide
electronic access to each of the ass functions ... on a time frame" to be agreed to with
other individual carriers).

7
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mecbaniUd,"10 This admission - omitted from Mr. Alben's affidavit bere, but not in any way

disavowed - is funher confirmed by recent StatementS in other proceedings that Bell Atlantic's

implementation of mechanized access for CLECs to irs ordering systemS "will proceed in two

phases It and that "it may be several years" before Bell Atlantic will be capable of processing all

CLEC orders on a mechanized basis.1l

14. Similarly, with respect to its proposed billiDg interfaces, Bell Atlantic

candidly conced.es that its interfaces are not in a ~.ate of operational readiness. Instead, Bell

Atlantic states that it is.still"coDducting an operational tes:: to validate :be production capabilities

of the billing system." Alben Aff. 169.

15. BeU'Atlantic's own statement-li, therefore, indicate that its systems are noc

operationally ready. Moreover, the evidence required to demODSU-Ite that Bell Atlantic'sinter--:

faces are capable of processing large volumes of tra.."'ISactions in an accurate. reliable and timely

manner can only be obtained through thorough end-to-end iutegration resting ofBeU'·s proposed

oss interfaces.

16. The mere development of an interlace and the pUblication of technical

speCificatioDS is not enough. Interface specifications. standing alone, generally do Dot provide

sufficient information to enable systemS to interface with each other. Even when iodustI)'

sta.Dd.ards are used, those .sta.I1dards are often defmed to allow flexibilitY. in the design of systems.

10 Albert Declaration. filed Fcbzuary 10, 1997, In te' ImplCI!J~taJjQD of rhc
Ielecommunjcarions Act of 1996· Bel! Ar!anrj,-ECM~y!vaDil'S Eora Tom In-R~iQn

InrerLAIA,.S:ryjces Under SCC1ion '71, Pennsylvania Pyb, Util. Common Docket No. ­
960840, 167 (emphasis added).

II Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania. Reply CommentS, Petition crEel! Mandt-Pennsylvania Inc
for Ap,ptQ\'al of a Srarancnr of QcncraJlv Available Terms and Conditjons, Pennsylvania
Pub. Util. Comm'n Docj(et No. P-00961137, fued February 5, 1997. pp. 7-8.

.54\11.01 &117m 8
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Different companies may apply the standards differently. FurJl.er, each company will have its

own unique methods and procedures, system design parameters I and other policies and practices,

referred to as "business rules. " that are essential to the functioning of its SYStems. These

business rules are not generally reflected in the technical specifications, but mey are crocial to

the successful use of a systems interface. Both parties must understand bow data will be

·packaged" within messages that cross the interface, the identity of the clara elements that will
.,

and will not be provided, the sequence of messages that will be exchanged, the •edits" that are

programmed into the systems, and the business activities that will occur in response to particular

messages. Without full knowledge and compliance with both the interface specifications aDd

business rules, cues will not be able to communicate and interact with Bell Atla.'ltic's systems.

3.!1d essential transactio~ will not take p:ace as intended. Problems of this son can only be

uncovered in the course C?f comprehensive integration testing.

i . 17. Because AT&T recogDizes that adequate systems testing is imperative, it

has repeatedly throughout its negotiations with Bell Atlantic stressed the imponance of

comprehensive end-to~nd service readiness testing for both the purchase of resold services and

unbundled network elementS. At a :neeting in early November, 1996, in response to AT&T's

requeSt to teSt systems in January. Bell Atlantic told AT&T tha: it would not be ready to test

unbundled elemems systems at that time. Further, it Stated that resources for such testing might

be difficult to obtain, and that the timing of the toral services resale testing would affect the

timing of the unbundled elementS testing.

18. AT&1 sent a comprehensive test plan}o Bell Atlantic and had a seven-hour

meeting at which AT&T presented this plan on November 19, 1996. AT&T's proposal was

9
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designed to test aD phases of the data flows that must be exchanged in the wbolesale

environmem. AT&T's test proposal focused on total services resale testing fJI'St. AT&T's teSt

plan was designed to assess all phases of systems interactions through the systems architecture

to emure that, under a variety of different scenarios, AT&7 customer service orders could be

processed and provisioned, and the resulting service maintained and billed. Such testing was to

include all data element flows, inclUding the imtiation of the transaction by AT&T, the

movement of the data elements through AT&T's operations suppOrt syStems, the transmission

of irlformation across the interface to Bell Atlantic, the processing of the data. within Bell

Atlantic's operations support SY51emS, and, per indusuy standards. the subsequent return of data

to AT&T, as well as eS:alation procedures and contingent manual processes.

19. During the NO"'ember 19 meeting, Bell Atlantic representatives listened to

AT&T's proposal and appeared receptive to it. 'When asked at the end of the meeting whether:-

Bell Atlantic would accept the proposal, Bell Atlantic's representatives stated that they wanted

I ,Ii" some time to review the proposal with senior mamgement and to add ~ome of Bell Atlantic's

own testing requirementS. As a result, Bell Atlantic suggested that the companies meet in

another week or two.

20. The very next day, however, on November 20, 1996, Bell Atlantic sem

AT&T a letter inviting AT&T to a December 17,1996, "Resale Sem.ina.r." That letter revealed

tbz.t Bell Atlantic bad decided to use only one test panuer for the entirety of the region. that it

had intended to determine unilaterally wbo its teSt parmer would be, and that i[ bad prepared its
~ '.

l '
own test plan and schedule. None of this information had been disclosed to AT&T at itS meeting

l'
with Bell Atlantic the day before.

:54111.01 :117191
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21. At the December 17 seminar. Bell Atlantic revealed that it bad selected as

its test parmer US Network, a small busi.ncss-only reseUer which has no customers in Bell

Atlantic's territory and-only approximately 70 employees worldwide. At the time US Network

was selected, it was not authorized to provide local service anywhere in Bell Atlantic I s territory.

and it only received authorization in mid-February to provide local service in Maryland, Where

the test was being conducted. Bell Atlantic's choice of a Maryland test partner is peculiar

because it bad previously told AT&T that its preference was to teSt its systems in Pem:Jsylvania,

where its systems were the most Up-to-date and closest to Bellcore standards, and that it might

have operational difficulties in the fonner C&P Telephone territories. Moreover, Bell Atlantic

acL-nitted that no US Network customers were involved in the testing, that all of the test

participants are Bell Ad~ntic customers that are being "loaned' to US Network solely for

p~-poses of the test, and that they will remain customers of Bell Atlantic when the test is

completed. These factS make clear that this supposed "reselle:- test" is noming more than a "self

!est" by Bell Atlantic of i~ own systems.

22. Bell Atlantic has asserted that US Network was "randomly" chosen by

Coopers & Lybrand from a pool of candidates that had been deemed qualified. See also Alben

Ail. ~ 10 (stating that Bell Atlanti~ is condUc.ting an operational readiness test with "a random]}

selected reseller"). However I US Ne~ork also happens to be the test parmer for ass interfaces

chosen by Ameritech and NYNEX.

23. After the December 17 seI!linar, in response to repeated requests frem

AT&T, Bell Atlantic refused to disclose any details about its.testing with US Network. Although

Bell Atlantic bad initially stated that the test resultS would be made pUblicly available in

1S6111.DI 6/17/97
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Februazy, it did not disclose these results until March 28, 1997, and then did so only in response

to an inquiry from the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission.

24.~e test results confirm that the BeU Atlantic/US Network test shows

nothing about the ability of Bell Atlantic's systems to interface with CLEes' systems. The

results show that over the three-month test period, only six residential customers and two

business customers were tested, and th![, even with this limited number of customers tested,

problems with Bell Atlantic's systemS surfaced. Notwithstanding the undeniable inadequacies

of the US Network test, BeJl Atlantic nevertheless assertS that this test alone demonstrates the

operational readiness of its ass interfaces. 1%

25. In irs submission here, Bell Atlantic anaches no significance to its pending'

test with AT&T, a CLEC that will actually be provicing service to customers in Delaware. On

February 10. 1997, the same day that it filed a repon with the Pennsylvan,ia Commission alleging

compliance with Section271, BeU Atlantic fimlly accepted AT&T's leSt proposal, which had not

. cha!1ged from AT&T's N<)Vember proposal.. That testing, whicb will ~e place in New Jersey,

has now just begun. However I . that teSt is limited in several respects. First, it covers

predominantly total service resale orders and not unbundled network elementS orders. In

response to AT&T's repeated requests that the companies also conduct service readiness testing

for unbundled nerwork element orders, Bell Atlantic has stated only thaI it "currently expects to

have the capability" to process such orders by May 1, 1997. 13 Withollt even having the

1'2 .s= Testimony of Donald E. Albert, Hearing before the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Commission, Docket No. M~960840. on April 3, 1997, tr. 106.

U Letter from lae Bradley. Bell Atlantic, to Jim Coningham, AT&T, dated February 27,
1997.

~1Il.01 "17197 12



capability to test orders for unbundled network elementS until, at the earliest, May 1, 1997, it

is difficult to comprehend bow Bell Atlantic can believe that it is in compliance with this

checklist requirement. Second, the test that the parties are conducting is not a multi-vendor

stress test. The test contemplates sending 30Q-400 test orders to Bell Atlantic over a three-to­

four month period. While this testing is certainly much more comprehensive than the US

Network test and is an important f2rSt step in dctermi.ning Bell Atlamic's operational readiness,

it will not demonstrate whether Bell Atlantic's SYSlcms will be capable of handling the volume

of orders from multiple vendors that can be expected once cOQpetition actually ta.lces hold. For

the reasons discussed below (principally because Bell Atlantic's systems require extensive manual

intervention). AT&T doubts thaL Bell Atlamic will be able to handle any significant volumes of

orders.

26. In any event, even the earliest phases of the teSt that has taken place to date

with AT&T has revealed problems with Bell Atlantic's OSS. AT&T's directory service requestS

(which comprise requestS for directory listings, including white and yellow page listiD.gs, and

directory delivery requests) were rejected by Bell Atlantic. AT&T later learned Ellat Bell Atlantic

will be unable to process any directOr)" listing data elements via ED! (its ordering interlace) until

May 1, 1997. Thus, these capabilities cannot even begin to be tested until early May I which,

at best, will delay the overall test by 2-3 weeks.

27. Even aside from the problems that have surfaced thus far with the test,

there are a number of other unresolved issues with respect to Bell Atlantic's inteIfaces. For

example. one major umesolved issue between the panies relates to the business rules associated

with -hunting" requirements. Hunting is a term used to describe a service feature that

13
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automatically routes calls to UlOtbcr line when the fust line is busy. In the course of

negotiations, it became apparent that there was a disagreemem between the panies on the proper

intexpretation of the industry standards regarding the format of hunting requestS. Bell Atlantic

believed that 3 different fields on the service order form were required to be populated in order

to process a hunting request; AT&.1 believed (and still does) that only one field needed to be

populated. By letter dated March 3, 1997, Bell Atlantic indicated that it was willing to accept

AT&T's approach to hn l2ting requestS. A few weeks later, however, Bell Atlantic reversed

course and informed AT&T that 2 data fields would need to be populated in connection with any

hunting request. Thus. the issue remains unresolved. Because the overwhelming majority of

AT&T's business cUStomers have more than one line, resolution of this issue is critical ~~

AT&T's abili:y to enter the business msrket. Indeed, AT&T camlOt enter the market with a

busiDess offer unless this issue is resolved.

... • '" ...... ~ L .... , ..
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dircct electronic OSS access, \& me interfaces presently being proposed by Bell Atlantic will nOt

permit CUCs to communicate with Bell Atlantic's ordering and provisioning 'SYSTems at all.

Rather, as Mr. Albert has made clear in other states. Bell Atlantic 's proposed interfaces will only

enable a nEe to submit orders to Bell Atlantic's Competitive LEC Sales and Service Center

(essC) representatives, who will then manually input the orders into Bell Atlantic's service order

processing system.1$ In other words I the data tbat a CLEe keys in on its side of the interface

will be received by a. Bell Atlantic employee via termiml or primer, who will then manually

re1cey the order intO Bell Atlantic's systems, Thus, a CLEe's customer order will be manually

processed at least !'Wice - once by the CLEe agent and then again by a Bell Atlantic

representative.

29. Indeed, although Mr. Alben's Delaware affidavit does not acknowledge

this fact, AT&T Wi.! able to de[crmme as a result of visi[ing one of Bell Atlantic's customer:

service cemers in March that, in fact, the Bell Atlantic service representative will manually rekey

!<' '.. , a CLEe's service order not once, but multiple times. For example, in cODnection with an "as

specifled" order (an order in which a CLEC specifies the customer's requirements), the Bell

Atlantic representative will flI'st "SW'C and compare" the CLEC order to the CUStomer service

record that is in Bell Atlantic's ~stem. Once a Bell Atlantic representative determines which

features, if any, are different from the custOmer's features, the representative must separately

I. So« First Repon and Order. " 523, 316,518; Second Order. ~ 9.

U Alben Declaration. fllccl February 10, 1997, In reo ImplcmemarioD of !he
TelccQmmynigtjgns Act of 1996' Bell ArlaDric.P~MSJdvania's Emo:, Torn In-RerioD
Inrc:rl,ATA SeMces tInder SectioD '71. PennsylVania Pub. Util. Comm' n Do~ct No.
M·960840. 167 (emphasis added).

15
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issue a disconnect order for those features. The Bell At!antic representative then will manually

input the CLEC's order intO Bell's own service ordering system (and then its provisioning

system), and then manually create a fum order confirmation (FOC) to return to AT&T. Thus,

the manual intervention required under Bell Atlantic's proposal is pervasive.

30. ~ discussed above. Bell Atlantic has acknOWledged in other Stites that a

fully -mechanized· process will not be available for all typeS of CLEC orders for ·several

years. It16 With this arr.ugement, Bell cannot even mainrain any pretense of parity, since Bell

Atlantic's own local service orders are entered directly. into its service order processing system

by the Bell Atlantic rcpresenrative who is dealing with the customer with no further bwnan

interVention.

31. This proposed CUC orC1ering procedure amountS to notbiDg more than the

eqcivalenI of the communicaticn of orcJ.ers by facsimile, a procedure expressly rejected by the'

FCC as "obviously" inadequar: to meet the obligation of incumbent LECs to provide

nondiscT'imi.natory electrODic access to their operations suppon systems. The FCC found that

where an iDcumbentLEC's customer service representatives have direct electronic access to OSS

systems, the ~~bem LEe ~must provide the same access 10 competing providers," and

"[ojbviously, an incumbent that provisions network resources electroni~y does not discharge

S-lS l.OI oU17/f7

16 Alben: Declaration. filed February 10, 1997, In rc' Implementatipn of the
leleCDmmllDjcarjoDs "tt of 1226,; BeD Atlantic-Pennsylvania's EmD' 10m In-RegioD
Inter} 6IA Services Under Secrjm; ?71, PennsylVania. Pub. Uti!. Comm'n Doclcer No,
M-960840. 1 67 (emphasis added); Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc. Reply Comments.
~etiriQo Of Bell ~tlamic-pep.t).'iYlyanja Inc far Approval of j!. Statement of Geperallv
AYaila'nIC leans and CQDdjria.ns. Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Comm'n Docket No. p.
00961137. filed February S, 1997, pp. 7·8.
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its obligation under section 2Sl(c)(3) by offering competing providers access that inVQ!ves huroaD

interyem;QD, such as facsimile-based ordering. "17

32. The repetitious manual processing of CLEC orders required by Bell

Atlantic is also a serious concern because it will delay the ordering and provisioning process for

CLECs, including the receipt of firm order cot1firmations or order rejections. This arrangement

will prevent the CLEC agent from receiving prompt notification of the swus of service orders

and will preclude CLEes from making edits or corrections to orders to avoid order rejection

while the customer is still "on-line." Thus. unlike Bell Atlantic representatives, CLECs will

have to call the customer back to correct orders that Bell Atlantic I s systems have re.iected. The

manual retyping required by Bell Atlantic's proposed arrangement also greatly increases the

potential for eITor in the processing of C~EC orders. Further, it will not be apparent to a

CLEC's ~tomers that these problems are caused by Bell Atlantic, but they will instead be

perceived to be the fault of the CLEC. The manual reprocessing of CUC orders proposec. by

BeU Atlantic can thus be expected to seriously jeopardize. the ability of CLECs to win and retain

local customers. FiDally, AT&T's inability [0 receive proI:lpt order rejections will make it

impossiole for AT&T to engage in error elimination analysis during testing to determine whether

the errors were caused by AT&T's own systems, This, in turn, will make it impossible for

AT&T to con'ect any such systems problems.

17 First Report and Order, 1523 (emphasis added), See also Second Order, 19 ("[0 me
extent Lhat an incumbent LEC provides electrOnic pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning,
maintenance and repair. or billing to ltself, its customers. or other carriers. the incumbent
LEC must provide at 1r;"o;T e~ivalenr electronic access [0 requesting carriers ") (empbasis
added).
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33. Manual processing is particularly troublesome for market entry on the

~ 1 ~; . I,' .

broad scale planned by AT&T, because experience shows that manual processes are incapable

of handling JaIge volumes of transactions in a consistent, accurate, and timely fashion, and are

thus likely to preclude Bell Atlantic from delivering timely and efficient services. For example,

when manual processes had to be employed at divestimre due to order fallout, a nationwide

backlog of order processing brought ordering to a SWldstill across the country. 18 Capacity

should be evaluated by analogy to the long distance market, where currently more than 50

million customers nationwide change carriers each year. Similar turnover can be expected in

local services markets when competition Wces hold. In order to make local competition a reality,

it is imperative that AT&T and other large-seale potential CUCs have confidence that Be~

Atlantic will be able to handle large volumes of customer orders for changes in their local

service provider. Here, however, Bell Atlantic MS not committed to 4l"ly mioimum staffmg

levels to perform the required relceying of CllC orders.

34. Bell Atlantic does not dispute that fully electronic ass interfaces teqt;iA-ing

no manual intervention are r.ecbnica11y feasible, as, the FCC found. S= First Repon and Order I

, 520. Moreover. incumbent LEes, including Bell Atlantic, have provided such fully electronic

machine-to-machine. system-to-system interfaces to interexchange carriers for many years in

connection with interLATA access services.

35. Recognizing the inadequacy and obvious la~k of pariry presented by itS

proposed manual reprocessing of CLEC local service orders, Bell Atlantic has stated in other

II Stc., t..:-. Telecommunications ReportS, pp. 4-6 (May 21, 1984); lC.., pp. 8-10
(March 19, 1984); Ia... p. 3 (March 12, 1984).
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proceedings ~t it is "developing" a capability to input CLEC orders directly into itS service

order processing system on a "mechanized basis," but it admits mat it will be "several years It

before all CLEC local service requests are mechanized." Moreover, BeU AtlaDtic has not

disclosed arry details about bow this "meelwllzed" access will work.

36. As an alternative to waiting several years for mechanized access to Bell

Atlantic's operations support systems tlJrough its proposed electronic gateway. Bell Atlantic has

claimed in other states that it will provide ·direc[ access to its service order processing systems

to AT&T and any other CLEC that requestS such access," thereby enabling CLECs to input

service orden directly into Bell Atlantic's syStems without using the proposed gateway and

without the. manual reprocessing of their service orders by Bell Atlantic. lO This offer is'

completely disingenuous. AT&T requested such direct ass access in November 1996. Bell

Atlantic's initial response was IO II)' to convince AT&T that it really did not Want such direct

OSS access. When pressed, Bell Atlantic informed AT&T that such direct access would be

available only after the customer migrates to AT&T. Thus, AT&T would not have direct access

to all of the pre-ordering and ordering functions associated with a CUStomer migrating to AT&T,

but would only be able to utilize direct access for activities chat oeemed after the migration,

such as processing of a CUStomer's request to change a feature. !bus, as a practical matter.

direct access would be unavailable to AT&.T for well over 95 percent of itS customers. Even

" Albert Declaration. flled February 10. 1997, in In !'t. ImplcmematiOD of the
TeJecQmmunjcatjcms Act of 1996' Bell ArIaptic-Pennt"lyania's Exm:y IntO In-BeaiPD
Inter[ AU Smj"S Under Sectipn 271. Doclc:et No. M-960840, 1 67.

~ S= Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania Reply CommentS, ~jtiQn of Bel! 6tlamjc-Peonsvlyania
Ink for Approval pf aStamem gf Generally Avajlabl~ I~rtP$ and Condit'om, Docket
No. P-00961131, rued February S, 1997, p. 8.
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in those limited circumstances in which Bell is willing to provide direct access, however. it has

also informed AT&T that direct access is not currently available. thaI me development of the

necessary hardware and software would be expected to take about a year, and thaI it would need

to -mediate" any such direct CLEC access.

37. In addition to the proposed manual processing of all CLEe orders by Bell

Atlamic, Bell Atlantic has insisted that all CLEC orders will be processed only in batChes at 30­

minute intervals. When contrasted to the real time processing which :Bell Atlantic provides for

itS own service orders, this batch processing of CLEC orders is clearly DOt parity. Moreover,

the delay in the processing of CLEC orders could affect the timeliness of the provisioning of

I, cue orders, panicularly if a provisioning day is closed out during the 30-minute ~terva) by

intervening Bell Atlantic orders.

38. Bell Atlantic has also stated that fum order confirmations will not be sent

to CLECs until 24 hours after the order is sent to Bell Arlanti:. By contraSt, Bell At1~tic I s own

,.: .. i . .' customer service representatives receive notice that their orders have been accepted (or rejected)

by Bell Atlantic I s service order processing systems immediately. Thus, Bell Atlantic's

representatives will be able to confirm orders with their customers duri.ng the initial contact,

while CLEe representatives willlJave to call back the customer at least 24 hours later to provide

order confinnation.

39. Bell Atlantic has further stated that it will be unable to provide a daily

usage feed for cue custOmers in less than 72 hours. CLEes such as AT&T cannOt provide

timely and accurate bills without such daily usage feeds. As a result of this 72-hour delay,

service for a new CLEC customer cannot be provisioned by Bell Atlantic in less than three days

'111.01 ./17""
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- a. limitation that does not apply to the provisioning of service for Bell Atlantic's own

cUStomers.

40. The many delays in the ordering and provisioning of CLEC orders under

Bell Atlantic's proposals ",ill not only prevent CLECs from completing provisioning in the same

time frames as Bell Atlantic, bu[ will also mean that CUCs will not know the status of orders

that are in jeopardy. If the provisioning of an order is in jeopardy, the CLEC might not even

know that mere is a problem until it is tOO late to notify the customer and reschedule me

installation.

41. Fmally, Bell Atlantic's pre-ordering interface - the Electronic

Communications Gateway - does not provide parity because this gateway does not enable AT&T

to move directly from Bell Atlantic's pre-ordering system to its order-ng system, a capability thai

Bell Atlantic's own service representatives have today. This introduces the potential for further _.

eITors and delay because AT&T will have to input the iDformation received from Bell Atlantic's

pre-ordering interface into AT&T's systems. Moreover, this will have to be accomplished by

meam of a screen scraping tec1u:Jique, wbich is essentially a "CUI and paste" precess. Under this

-
arrangement. every time that Bell Atlantic makes a change to itS systems, AT&T will have to

modify its scraping software. To date.. BeU Atlantic bas given AT&T nothiI:lg more than vague

promises that it will at some undefmed poiIu in the future move to the industrY-wide suggested

solution for pre-ordering. which would eliminate the need for screeD scraping.

v. THE ADEQUACY OF CApACm TO MEET CI,EC REQUTBEMEN'IS

42. In addition to failing to show that it has actually deployed fully tested.

operationally ready interfaces for aU ass functions and for all services and unbundled ne~ork

IJII.OI ./17197
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elements, Bell Atlantic has failed to show that the ass interfaces and other access procedures

which it proposes,will have adequate capacity to handle the volume of CLEC orders and other

service requesu that C8JJ reasonably be expected to occur as local IIW'kets become competitive.

This is particularly impOrtaDt because mUltiple carriers will likely enter the local serviees market.

Bell Atlantic bas provided DO infoImation about the capacity of itS systems or the volumes of

CLEC transactions it will be able to process through its systems.

43. Adequate load carrying capacity is an essential aspect of establishing the

operational readiness of Bell Atlantic's proposed interfaces and related ass access procedures.

An imeIface or service order processing procedure that operates satisfactorily at low volumes

but "chokes" the processing flow for CLEC service orders at actual market volumes will place'

Bell Atlantic's competitors and their cUStomers at a severe c1isadvaIltage.

44. As disc.wsed above, a partiCUlar concern in this regard is the 100 percent

level of manual intervention which Bell Atlantic proposes to rely 0:1 to enter all CLEC local

service ~ers. This process will be exceedingly tedious and time consuming, and as competition

develops in local markets, the volume of orders from all CLECs can be expected to increase

sharply.z, As a result, Bell Atlantic's ass access proposal poses a high risk of order backlogs

and service delays for CLECs.

Zl Such problems were experienced by AT&T in Rochester, New York. as a result of
Rochester Telephone's a~rnpt to ma"'1ually process CLEC local service orders. ~ First
Repon and Order. f 508.
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